
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prop
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

RECEIVED &INSPECTED I
APR 0 7 Z008

FCC-MAILROOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not forcE' radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, ilncluding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn ,every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if e,nacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibrts government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mlJst present

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aceess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine reneiWal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face Iiong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market bfCIadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
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The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

RE: MB Docket number 04-233
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F "C '" ILROOMV ··l,'~li\

31 March 2008

I'm concerned about the changes to the smaller stations that will come about with the passage of
docket number 04-233. I understand that this law if enacted, would bring considerable hardships
to local stations by increased costs; forced re-location of facilities and forced hiring of someone
to watch station airing 24 I 7, even if the station has an automated system that will wam the
owner I responsible party if a problem should arise. An example of one small neighborhood
radio station that I am very familiar with is WJIB, AM Cambridge, Massachusetts

I've been a listener to WJIB for several years and have appreciated the stations's format and
commitment to its community's m:eds. WJIB has continuously maintained an excellence in
musical selections, numerous public services notices, and given on air time to charitable and
health organization's announcements in a fair and timely fashion. Adding any more costs to
what the expenses are now could force this station off the air or worse, being bought out by large
conglomerates who are more in twle to profit making than serving their community.

There are very few ofthese type of stations remaining, at least in the Boston I suburban area that
I am aware of. WJIB's foffil3t clearly shows that it's more interested in supporting the needs of
the community than with making profits with the endless amount of trash commercial
advertisements one so readily hears on other stations.

Again, please give more thought to the changes docket 04-233 win initiate. Small local stations
are the one beacon light shining against the overpowering radio waves from larger stations. It is
more important to maintain the small station's status quo and defeat ~ket number 04-233.

-1--
With regards, 12.LJ' If. (-"1

Robert H. Farrington
20 Fairland Street
Lexington, MA 02421-7541
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Any new FCC rules, policies clr procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. of --'

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if Enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force r.~dio stations, especially r.eligious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased ha~ssmElnt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every ~dio station into a public forum wher.e anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requir.ements would do so - even if a r.eligious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impos~ion of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force r'Evelation of specific editorial decision-making infor.mation. The choice
of prog~mming,especially religious prog~mming, is not property dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected ed~orial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tier.ed renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine r.enEwal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religiOUS broadcasters. Those who Stly true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market brcladcasters, by substantially ~ising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff pr.esence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further r.estricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs~h these proposals wcluld force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propose Rulemaking (thll.. 0
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Any new FCC rules, policies 01' procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do 50 - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. lrhe NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious Ibroadcasters who resist advice from those who don' share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, incllJding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do 50 - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message,. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific ed~orial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected ed~orial choi(;Els.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who sta'1 true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity f1owin~1 is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market brolldcasters. by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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To: The Secretary, Federal Communications Commission
Concerning: The policies being proposed for radio stations in MB Docket No. 04-233

There are many reasons that we are against the F.C.C. adopting any of the proposed policy
changes outlined in MB Docket No. 04-233.

The first is the increased expenses for no gains in programming quality, or public service.
Instead of having money to spend ~Dr quality programs and all of the great public services that
benefit a wide range ofpeople, the money would be wasted on unneeded expenses and
duplicated real estate facilities. Also the cost increases would effectively stop new entrepreneurs
from being able to enter the business via the purchase of local small stations.

In addition, the great benefits ofour local station and it's affiliates (WLUJ-Springfield, WRLJ­
88.3FM Whitehall, and WLWJ-88.lFM Petersburg) will be severely limited, especially if the
latter two are forced to close. We wre able to listen to those as we drive in central Illinois.

We get all our updated weather, and news from these stations, along with community event
announcements, and other items of local importance.

But it is the programming that is th,e most important to us, and we don't want to lose that. Many
times we have faced issues or had problems that we needed encouragement and help with, and
WLUJ was there! Whether it was 1II1l insightful teaching or comment on one of the regular
programs, or exposure to a great book or other resource, we have had a much better quality of
life ourselves, and an increased abillity to help those less fortunate than ourselves by being made
aware of their circumstances. This has only happened by WLUJ being allowed to function and
operate just the way it is now.

Because of all of these things, we are asking the F.C.C. not to impose any new policy changes or
further restrictions on radio stations. This includes forcing stations to accepting advisory
committee members who don't listcm to WLUJ or who don't agree with what they broadcast.
This would be very counter productive to say the least.

Thank you for considering our opinion in this critical matter.

Sincerely
Gene and Jill Willis
4616 Trevi Dr.
Springfield,IL. 62703
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I submit the following comments in respons,e to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemakinbftQQi,M~I,~g~g9M i
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC's stated objectives, would harm both localism and diversity of
viewpoints.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including reiigion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting - increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further iimit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the pubiic interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the result would be that broadcasters -- particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters -- would have to divert their iimited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce pubiic access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricitx flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve - it is how they remain in business. But the balance
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no 'pUblic interest' in service that is both diminished and less diverse.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
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j submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), released
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,.

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC's stated objectives, would hann both localism and diversity of
viewpoints.

The true wellsprings of localism and divE~rsity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting - increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs - something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the pUblic intelrest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting thetocalion of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the resullt would be that broadcasters -- particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters - would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce pUblic access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who stru{jgle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to tile communities they serve - it ,s how they remain in business. But the balance
is delicata, and the Commission must n~t take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service Of drop out.
There is no 'public interest' in service that is both diminished and less diverse.
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Ei 12,(L!eT// T;u>pF
Name

Title (It any)
hiD b~2-TS-C) (
~one



MB Docket No. 04-233
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (the "NPRM"), relE~ased Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Any new
FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take
advice from people who do nol share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory
board proposals would impOSE! such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters
who resist advice from those who don't share their values could face increased
harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming.
The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.
(2) The FCC must not turn eVE!ry radio station into a public forum where anyone and
everyone has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so ­
even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First
Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information.
The choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by
any government agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who
produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.
(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees
would be automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The
proposed mandatory special n~newal review of certain classes of applicants by the
Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those
who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to
their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market
secular stations. Keeping the 1~lectricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the
Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by
substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a
station is on the air and, (b) b~' further restricting main studio location choices. Raising
costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is
contrary to the public interest. We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or
policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
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I submit the followin~ comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MI3 Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn eve,ry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public aCCElSS requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message,. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pmgramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants Iby the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowinll is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rule~ procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24. 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if ,enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even ioss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements wouid do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa!le. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establlish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicant,s by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in 1MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face Increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa!,e. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such I!hings as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings,

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio iocation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Me Def:kel.....~,Comment in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking .

The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission

44S 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20SS4

AnN: Chief, Media Bureau

We urge you to keep station renewal licensing regulated by civil servants instead of longer, costlier process to FCC­

commissioners, because freedom of speech ;md of religion must be preserved so that not all stations are required to

say the same "politically correct" things. Restriction of US airways would be as bad as Chinese government silencing

Tibet protests. Our USA radio must remain fnee. While the FCC has made some TV stations required to operate for the

community good and balance ideas, radio is not the same. There are many frequencies available that can be used for

different genres and purposes, and that freedom to have a particular mission, such as Christian radio, must not be

abridged or eliminated. We support BBN radio, being like-minded with them. Christian radio must not be coerced to

becoming something that it is not. Those who disagree with its message should continue to have the right to choose

other options on other stations that broadc,lst a different message.

We urge you not to change staffing requirements at stations that have the technology to operate with few or no

employees on premises at every single time. This proposal seems to be intended to make broadcasting too expensive for

stations with limited resources.

We do not believe that the FCC should control relocating main studio facilities, when those stations are already

broadcasting in a technically competent malnner from their present locations. Governmental power is to be used to

protect freedom, not restrict or kill freedom. It is wrong for the Government through the FCC to have oversight of the

editorial content of radio stations, or have 2' two-tierd renewal system for certain licenses. That indicates prejudice

and intent to control freedom of speech ancl of religion. These rights, granted by the US Constitution, must not be

abridged by the FCC.

/338 S.
C ,)i~Ia,,~

/
Address
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c~ -:;1/
Date

Name

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies we discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

RECEIVED &INSPECTE0'

APR 0 7 2008

e'e{!MAILROOfi' ,
J

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if Emacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religiowl broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messa~le. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not estabiish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who slay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive ard potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5)., :. Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substanti.ally raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUt)lic interest.

We urge theFGC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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RECENHl&\NSPEC1EO

t>,PR 0 7 200B
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04-233 _MAILROOM
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro~&~s~M;:~~§g1t~hi€e:--'

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies <)r procedures must not violate First 6"mendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must· nbt be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconsmutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harasslnl3nt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn ellery radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the messagle. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face Iiong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is oflen a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs wijh these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

c9~ £~~, J- ]O-g?
Date

Address
kCJo

t.~~. ff;tJ L, 5~5~

Yf )..-- 5'3"2 -92.-( (Name

Signature

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



April 3, 2008

Attention: Chief, Media Bureau

I am writing to request the FCC to keep free speech free and not tamper with

Christian and religious pro~lramming.

I've just become aware that he FCC is considering rule changes that could force

Christian radio stations to either modify their messages or be forced from the

air. The latest notice was released 01/24/2008, and it could be of great

concern to broadcasters, including Christian broadcasters like VCY America. No

station should be forced to have participants on the programming that do not

agree with the standard of that station.

I would also ask that stations can be on the air w/o personnel in the office such

as when they are run by satellite.

Thank you for reading my letter and considering my requests, especially to keep

the free speech on the radio.

Sincerely,

Karen Kaszynski



Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassmelnt, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any reiigion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine rene~wal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who st.ay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Dockat No. 04-233

.• __....• _._ ._ ~ IIII.IQIII,O II' ICIl::1I1JUlltM::IlU U1U L0C811SfT1 Nonce Of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

, .. _.. . __ . y,yy, "un"''''' UI 1'1 """",ures must not VIOlate First Amendment rights. A number of
propoaals discussed in the NPRM, if anacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

. • ",_, __ .. ,uo' 'OU< lUI"" '''U'O stallons, especially religious broadcasters, to teke advice from
people who do not share their values. 11'he NPRM's proposed advisory board propoaals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't shere their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum eVEtry radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air tima. Proposed public aCCllSS requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message,. The First Amendment forbids Imposillon of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious pn:>gramming. is not property dlctal8d by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choil:es.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certein licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who ste!1 true to their consclences and present only the mesaages they
correspond to their beliefs could face leng, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings _

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowinSI is oflen a challenge. Yel, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service Is contrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, p~ocedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vioiate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if ,~nacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force lCadio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing ino~mpatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information, The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity fiowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.

3/-27/08
Date

Signature

Name

fn '/5: YvJ1 /9~ f<oa-. ph..:., T'rJ 37(,lf7
Address

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)



Commenls In Response lD Localism NotIce of Proposed Rulemeldng
Me Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng (the
'NPRM"). released Jan. 24. 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, poticies or proceduras must not violate Filst Amendment rights. A number of
propoeaIs discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. woulcI do 80 - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stallons. especially religiOuS broadcasters. to take advice from
people who do not share thelr values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals woulcI impose such
unconstltullonal mandates. RellgjO!l!L~asleiswho resist adYicefrom those who don't share their
values could face i1aaased harassment,'complaints and even loss of licensefor choosing to follow their own
consciences, rsther then allowing incompetible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Filst
Amendment prohibits government, includlng the FCC, from diclaling what viewpoints a broadcaster.
particularly a religious broadcester, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum ewry radio slaIion into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to alr lime. Proposed public access requirements woulcI do 80 - even If a religious broadcester
conscientiously objects to the message. The FIrstAmendment forbids impoellion of massage dalIvery
mandalas on any relJglon.

(3) The FCC must not force reI/elation of specific editorial decision-making informaIion. The choice
of programming, especially religious prtlgIliIIIIming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constltutlonatly-protecled editorial choIcas.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-liared"'-' syslem In which certain licensees would be
automaIIcaHy berred from routine renewal appllcalion processing. The proposed mandatory spacial renewal
review of certain classes of applicenls by the commlssionenI themseMle would amount to coercion of
religious bI08dcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspondtotheir.be/iefs..coukIfaceJong,e>cpens/veand.potenllaIly.l'lIinouarer-'pn'C~_ .

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on light budgets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity IIowlng Is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcaetefs. by substaJ IIiaIIy raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is onlhe air and, (b) by further reslrIcling main studio IoceIion choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cuIbacks - and curtalIed service Is contrary to the
pubnc Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules. pro<:adures or policies disct lSeed above.

Signature

tla.rold y \OI.0L .

1\ 9th qr j nee b. <> W t'
Name

TlUe (If any)

Organization (if any)

.!i.:J - 08'
Date

fl.c:d?:>0 X Q.l\ \
;/jj,j.2..0 Ios:-th+.<) DJ TN. 3 7~ if c;
&!R(3) ,21(;;; - 7.3,()



Comments in Response to Localism I~otice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24. 2008, in MEl Docket No. 04-233,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights, A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if en,acted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mu!;t present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message, The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who sta:f true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcaste,rs operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowin!! is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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April I, 2008

Chairman Kevin Martin
Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Commissioner Deborah Tate
Commissioner Robert McDowell

Chairman Kevin Martin and members of the
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

\R£C8VE5i~;~;v,.~-.

APR 0 7 20GB

FCC_MAILROOfJt

Re: In the Matter ofBroadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 03-233)
Report on Broadcast Localism and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

Dear Chairman Martin and Commissioners Cops, Adelstein, Tate, and McDowell:

I noted with great interest that th(: FCC recently issued a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on
broadcast localism. From what I understand, this proceeding is intended to "ensure that
broadcasters are appropriately addressing the needs of their local communities." I am writing
to tell you that, in my view, KABC-TV already serves our community in any number of ways
that makes any additional federal regulation unnecessary.

As the past President of the Los Angelc:;s Urban League I am happy to share my knowledge
and experience working with KABC-TV. During my tenure at the Urban League, KABC-TV
was a consistent and committed partner and supporter of the Urban League's mission. Over
the years KABC-TV provided financial support for the annual Whitney Young Awards
Dinner, provided the top news talent to serve as Master of Ceremonies, and provided news
coverage. Their financial contributions helped sustain our organization and our work in the
committee.

In addition KABC-TV worked with the Urban League to produce and air two television
specials recognizing the work of the Urban League and its legacy to the City of Los Angeles.
Not only did KABC-TVhelp with production and dedication air time to the specials, they
gave the air time to the Urban League to sell the commercial spots. All the proceeds from the
sales went directly to support the Los Angeles Urban League.

I can say from personal experience that not only has KABC-TV been a committed supporter
of the Urban League, but it visible and consistent with its commitment to all the diverse
communities in Los Angeles. I know of many organizations like the Urban League that have
received the benefit ofKABC-TV's financial support on air promotion oftheir events and
activities, and news coverage of the issues that affect their communities. In addition, KABC­
TV's General Manager, News Director, other top management and key on air personalities go
out to the various racially ethnically and geographically diverse communities on a consistent
basis and listen to their issues and concerns.



Chainnan Kevin Martin and members of the
Federal Communications Commission
Page 2

As a civil rights activist I am particularly impressed with the station's commitment to
diversity. Their news teams, news coverage and programming reflects with diversity ofthe
city and all of its citizens.

It is because of my first-hand experience with such a long-standing partnership that I am
curious as to why FCC deems it necessary to issue additional regulations. In my view, our
community already is well-serve:d by KABC-TV and not national regulation could create the
kind of great local partnership that we already enjoy.

Yours truly,

qWW,l~
John W.Mack

Cc Michelle Carey
Rick Chessen
Rudy Brioche
Amy Blanksenship
Cristina Pauze
Monica Desai



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if en~lcted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic acce'ls requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific edttorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choicl"".

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity nowing is ollen a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.
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RESULT: Now, it is possible to serve several missions from one location. But under this proposal, many

co-location arrangements would be forced to end - raising dally operating costs and imposing immediate

expenses related to moving, construction of other facilities and overseeing forced relocations..

/\ ..,\
HERE'S WHAT YOU CAN()O:

\ /

RESULl When coupled with the rapidly rising~ost& of broadcasting, Including mUltiplyy,g electriclly

expenseS, extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some Ch~tian Broadcasters

wllh little c~oice: either cut back or give up. /

/
/

The First Arnendlnent protects the free exercise of religion. The govemmen must not be allowed to

Impose rules that '~aJ~te It Chr1stlan Radio needs your support now to p Its message of salvation

slrong on Ihe natlon's·81rwaves. II's 1101 Just a Chr1stlan Ihlng - eve e's fundamenlal conslllutional

r1ghls are at slake. \

\

The FCC Is laking commenls on thes~roposals. You c add your commenls to Ihe record. The FCC

can only make ruie changes based on ~Vi,dence - an he evidence you submit can make a difference!

By Mall: Send a ielter, specifying what Ihe F~ ust nol do and why. Make sure you place Ihe dockel

number on lop of the leiter 10 be sure ills deli illd 10 Ihe correcl office:

MB Dockel No, 04-233, Comments In Res nse I~ocallsm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

\\
Mail your comments, so Ihey arrive b April 14, 2008 to \ ,
Using FIr:.: US PostaiServ!ce: // Of u.singfedEx, UPS, OHL. or silTl!ifl!" S(:;!\I~ces:

The Secrelary / The secr~ry

Federal Communications corpfulSSlon Federal CoriRnunlcallons Commission

445 12th streel, SW;L 9300 EaslHa~\Ion Dr1ve

Washington, DC 20554 Capllol Heights, D 20743

AIIn: Chief, dla Bureau. Altn: Chle, ,~edla Bureau

By Inlemet: ViS~!IL!{'tJ.~'.:'!.i,.'.l.V.~"~!:!!!.!!!o~~!X~~!.I~!:.,,,,~r.~ for easy steP-bY-SI~\Ommenl submission7·: \
assistance. / \

/ \
You can "0 wr1te to your Senalors lind Congressman. Telilhem Ihat freedom of~lglon and freedom of

speecyre Ihreatened. Describe th" problematic FCC proposals and Ihe harm Ihey Vol I cause, if Ihey are

adop~d. For help locating your Se,,~tors and Congressman - visII hltp:llwww.savechr;c.tamadio.com

, ,i

..•.




